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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-9 are presented for examination. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-9 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Also, the arguments of the office action dated 6/16/07 are still applicable of the 
prosecution history and incorporated in this office action. 

Regarding the applicant's remark regarding the limitations rejected using the arts 
provided for the official notice, for clarification, the relied upon limitations on the arts provided 
for the official notice are indeed well known and are not novel because more than one reference 
cite the well-known limitations. Further, the applicant needs to consider that the cited arts are 
used for the well-known limitations. The applicant to ignore the teachings of the well-known 
limitations that are contained in the arts supporting the limitations of the official notice does not 
support overcoming the rejections. In fact, the applicant failed to challenge whether the cited arts 
support the official notice limitations i.e., "providing two son objects", as the arts indeed 
discloses it. Also, one of ordinary skilled in the art at the time of invention very well knows that 
"providing two son objects" is not novel (as supported by the cited arts). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 
35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 
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Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

3. Claims 1-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed to 
non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 1-9 are software per see that is not tangibly embodied on a computer storage 
medium such as memory and therefore lacks a practical application because it alone cannot 
produce its intended outcome. 

Please see the independent claim 1, which states, "A computer readable recording 
medium storing a program for performing a method of implementing a tree of distributed 
objects, wherein a central directory is adapted to store information on objects in a data structure 
at a root of the tree, said method comprising assigning to a father object in a process, for each of 
one or more son objects:" 

The specification of this application under prosecution fails to define what is considered 
as "computer readable recording medium". 

The specification of this application under prosecution fails to define "assigning". 

The claimed "assigning" do not produce a concrete and tangible result . Assigning 
alone is not producing a tangible result. It's not until the result of the assigning is used in a 
disclosed practical application or at least made available for use in a disclosed practical 
application or provide to a user that it becomes a tangible result, which enables any usefulness of 
having done the assigning to be realized (please see the claimed subject matter of claims). 

It is not provided where the medium is storing the program. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 1-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter, which was not described in 
the specification of this application under examination in such a way as to enable one skilled in 
the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. 

Claim 1 contains, "store information on objects in a data structure". However it is not 
possible to store information on the objects. 

Claim 1 contains, "objects is contained in a same process". However it is not possible to 
"contain" an object in the process by itself. 

Claims 1-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as based on a disclosure 
which is not enabling. Step relating objects in a data structure with the "implementing a tree of 
distributed objects", step utilizing the tree of distributed objects for the implementing, step 
relating the process with the program , step relating the son objects with the father object 
step relating the tree of distributed objects with the father object, step relating the tree of 
distributed objects with the son objects, step relating a same process with the program , step 
relating the tree of distributed objects with the same process, step relating the process of "a 
father object in a process " with "a same process" of "objects is contained in a same process ". 
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step relating a central directory with the data structure are critical or essential to the practice 
of the invention, but not included in the claim(s) is not enabled by the disclosure. See In re 
Mayhexv, 527 F.2d 1229, 188 USPQ 356 (CCPA 1976). Without step relating objects in a data 
structure with the "implementing a tree of distributed objects", step utilizing the tree of 
distributed objects for the implementing, step relating the process with the program, step relating 
the son objects with the father object, step relating the tree of distributed objects with the father 
object, step relating the tree of distributed objects with the son objects, step relating a same 
process with the program, step relating the tree of distributed objects with the same process, step 
relating the process of "a father object in a process" with "a same process" of "objects is 
contained in a same process", etc, it is not possible to implement the tree of distributed objects as 
claimed. 

5. Claims 1-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter, which was not * 
described in the specification of this application under examination in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art to use and/or make the invention. 

The specification of this application under prosecution fails to define what is considered 
as "computer readable recording medium". 

The specification of this application under prosecution fails to define "assigning" (other 
than repeating the claimed language). 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 
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The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter, which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 2, 3, 5 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claim 2, 3, 5 and 6 the phrase "if renders the claim indefinite because it is 
unclear whether the limitations related the phrase are part of the claimed invention. See MPEP 
§ 2173.05(d). Note: usage of "if ' is no same as "when". 

Claims 2 and 3 recite the limitations, "it" or "its" . These limitations are indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter in the claim as per MPEP 
rules and guidelines , MPEP 706.03(d). 

Note: Examiner has made an effort to locate the limitations from the claims that are 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter. The 
applicant is requested to fix similar limitations, which the examiner might have overlooked, from 
the claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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8. Claim 1-3, 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable Menzies et al., 
6,317,748, Microsoft (Hereinafter Menzies-Microsoft) in view of "Official Notice". 

9. As per claim 1, Menzies-Microsoft teaches a method of implementing a tree (e.g., col., 
15, lines 36 - 64, figure 8) of distributed objects (e.g., col., 6, lines 1 - 18) in different processes 
(e.g., col, 5, lines 28 - 59), wherein a central directory (e.g., col., 3, lines 27 - 35, col., 4, lines 
51-64, col, 1, lines 15-25, also usage of repository of figure 3, usage of registry and/or 
directory and/or repository of figure 4, col, 6, lines 31-34, col., 7, lines 54 - 59, col., 10, lines 
27 - 30) is adapted to store information on objects (e.g., col., 10, lines 9 - 34) in a data structure 
(e.g., col, 10, lines27 - 57) at a root of the tree (e.g., col, 10, lines 15-35) the method 
comprising: 

assigning to a father object (e.g., col., 15, lines 36 - 54) in a process (e.g., col., 15, lines 
36 - 54), for each of son object (e.g. col, 16, lines 4 - 36): 

information (e.g., col., 13, lines 48 - 64) corresponding to a physical address (e.g., col., 
14, lines 33 - 54) when the son object (at least one) is contained in a same process (e.g., col., 15, 
lines 36-54) and information referring back to said central directory when another (the) son 
object (at least one) is not contained in the same process (e.g. col., 15, lines 36 - 54, col., 16, 
lines 4 - 36, col., 4, lines 5 - 48). 

However, Menzies-Microsoft does not specifically mention about two son objects. 

"Official Notice" is taken that both the concept and advantages of providing two son 
objects is well known and expected in the art. For example, Whitney et al., 5,842,214 discloses 
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usage of objects to form a sub-tree of the distributed structure. Volk et al., 5,673,401 discloses 
usage of hierarchical tree of objects that is distributed. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to include two son objects with the teachings of Menzies-Microsoft in order to 
facilitate usage of the two son objects because it would provide information related to the two 
son objects. The objects would support information for handling the process. 

Note: Regarding the applicant's usage of "wherein" and/or "whereby" and/or "adapted to" 
and/or "adapted for" in the claimed subject matter of the claims , the claim scope is not limited 
by claim language that suggests or makes optional but does not require steps to be performed, or 
by claim language that does not limit a claim to a particular structure. Please see Minton v. Nat 
'1 Ass 5 n of Securities Dealers, Inc., 336 F.3d 1373, 1381, 67 USPQ2d 1614, 1620 (Fed. Cir. 
2003)), MPEP 2111. 

10. As per claim 2, Menzies-Microsoft also teaches wherein if the central directory receives a 
request (e.g., col., 5, lines 28 - 54) for access to a first object identified by a logical name (e.g., 
col., 10, lines 14 - 58, col, 15, lines 2 - 24) identifying a logical access path (e.g., col., 5, lines 
28-54) of said first object from the central directory (e.g., col., 9, lines 26 - 44), the central 
directory searches its data structure for a logical name received (e.g., col., 10, lines 38 - 67) in 
order to send the request directly to said first object (e.g., col., 15, lines 8 - 29) and if said logical 
name is not in the central directory, the central directory searches (e.g., col., 9, lines 26- 44, col., 
10, lines 38 - 67), for a logical name with a longest character string equal to a first part of the 
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character string of the logical name received (e.g., col., 9, lines 26 - 44, col., 10, lines 38 - 67), 
in order to send to said father object the second character string corresponding to a logical name 
of said father object defining a second logical access path from the central directory (e.g., col., 9, 
lines 26 - 44, col., 10, lines 38 - 67). 

11. As per claim 3, Menzies-Microsoft also teaches wherein said father object which receives 
said request sends the request to said first object if returns a message to the central directory 
(e.g., figure 8, col., 17, lines 4 - 35). 

12. As per claim 9, Menzies-Microsoft also teaches wherein the method applies to a 
distributed object environment based on a manager of a DCOM type (e.g., col., 5, line 62 - col., 
6, line 29). 

13. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Menzies-Microsoft 
and "Official Notice" in view of Skog et al., Ericsson, 6,385,650 (Hereinafter Skog-Ericsson). 

14. As per claim 4, Menzies-Microsoft teaches the claimed limitations rejected as discloses 
above. However, Menzies-Microsoft does not specifically mention about managing redundancy 
of processes by selecting one of the processes relating to a requested object. 

Skog-Ericsson teaches the well-known concept of managing redundancy of processes by 
selecting one of the processes relating to a requested object (e.g., figure 6, col., 3, line 40 - col., 
4, line 23). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Menzies-Microsoft with the teachings of Skog-Ericsson in 
order to facilitate managing redundancy of processes by selecting one of the processes relating to 
a requested object because the selected process would enhance handling the requested object. 
The software would help utilize the selected process in order to support the requested object 
using the central directory. 

15. Claims 5 and 6, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Menzies- 
Microsoft and Official Notice in view of Collins et al., 6,687,761, Invensys Systems (Hereinafter 
Collins-Invensys) and "Official Notice". 

16. As per claims 5 and 6, Menzies-Microsoft teaches the claimed limitations as rejected 
above. Menzies-Microsoft also teaches wherein the son object (e.g. col., 16, lines 4 - 36) is 
identified in said request by a logical name (e.g., col., 10, lines 14 - 58, col, 15, lines 2 - 24) 
defining a first logical access path (e.g., col., 5, lines 28 - 54) of said object from father object 
(e.g., col., 15, lines 36 - 54) wherein said father object returns said request to the central 
directory with a first character string of said logical name preceded by a second character string 
(e.g., col., 10, lines 14 - 58, col., 15, lines 2 - 24) corresponding to a logical name of said father 
object defining a second logical access path from the central directory (e.g., col., 5, lines 28 - 54, 
col., 9, lines 26 - 44). 

However, Menzies-Microsoft does not specifically mention about if the father object of a 
the process receives a request relating to the son object directly, said father object returns that 
request to the directory. 
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Collins-Invensys teaches the well-known concept of if the father object of the process 
receives a request relating to the son object directly, said father object returns that request to the 
directory (e.g., col., 9, lines 18-38, col., 17, line 52 - col., 18, line 15, figures 1 and 2). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Menzies-Microsoft with the teachings of Collins-Invensys 
in order to facilitate if the father object of the process receives a request relating to the son object 
directly, said father object returns that request to the directory because the father object would 
return the request which it does not belong to the son object. The returned request would be sent 
to the directory, which would handle the returned request. 

Menzies-Microsoft and Collins-Invensys do not specifically mention about whether the 
son object is contained or not in the process of the father object. "Official Notice" is taken that 
both the concept and advantages of providing whether the son object is contained or not in the 
process of the father object is well known and expected in the art. For example, Hudis et al., 
6,862,736, discloses these limitations, e.g., paragraphs 9 and 24. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to include whether the son object is contained or not in the process of the father object 
with the teachings of Menzies-Microsoft and Collins-Invensys in order to determining whether 
soil object is contained or not in the process of the father object because the determination would 
inform the software about the inheritance related information. The software would process the 
information according to the determination. 
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17. Claims 7 and 8, are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Menzies- 
Microsoft and Official Notice in view of Fiszman et aL, Nortel Networks, 6,1 15,646 (Hereinafter 
Fiszman-Nortel). 

18. As per claims 7 and 8, Fiszman-Nortel teaches the claimed limitations rejected under 
claim 1 . However, Menzies-Microsoft does not specifically mention about directory containing 
information relating to each root object of each process and a manager of a CORBA type. 

Fiszman-Nortel teaches the well-known concept of directory containing information 
relating to each root object of each process and a manager of a CORBA type (e.g., col., 6, lines 
11 -64, figure 17). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Menzies-Microsoft with the teachings of Fiszman-Nortel 
in order to facilitate directory containing information relating to each root object of each process 
and a manager of the CORBA type because the directory would help handle each root object. 
The software would help utilize each process to handle each root object. The manager of the 
CORBA type would help utilize several different resources by the software. 

Conclusion 

19. The prior art made of record (forms PTO-892 and applicant provided IDS cited arts) and 
not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Haresh Patel whose telephone number is (571) 272-3973. The 
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examiner can normally be reached on Monday, Tuesday, Thursday and Friday from 10:00 am to 
8:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (571) 272-3964. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Haresh Patel 
February 5, 2007 



